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G207-1
Thank you for the information.

G207-2
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain
information on public safety. Section 4.11 contains information on
potential seismic and geologic hazards and mitigation measures to
address such impacts. Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional
evaluations of seismic hazards. Section 4.11.1.8 and Impact
GEO-6 in Section 4.11.4 contain information on potential impacts
from tsunamis and mitigation measures to address such impacts.
Section 4.6.1.4 discusses greenhouse gases. Section 4.7 and 4.8
contain information on marine and terrestrial biology, respectively.
Section 4.3 contains information on marine traffic. Section 4.4 and
Appendix F contain information on aesthetics, including views. The
analysis in the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR accurately described
the breadth and severity of the Project's environmental impacts.
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G207-2 Continued

G207-3
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a



limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

G207-4
Section 3.3.8 contains information on alternative deepwater port
concepts that were considered; Section 3.3.9 contains information
on alternative technologies along with the reasons these potential
alternatives were not carried further in the analysis.

The FSRU proposed in the Project would use onboard
regasification.

G207-5
As stated in Sections 1.0 and 2.8, the Applicant's projected FSRU
in-service life is a maximum of 40 years, after which the FSRU
would be decommissioned and removed from the mooring point
and towed to a shipyard.

Section 1.1.1 contains information on the terms and conditions of
the Federal license, which has no expiration date and would remain
valid as long as the operator remains in compliance with the
license. MARAD retains the authority to revoke or suspend the
license at any time if any of the conditions of license are no longer
satisfied.

If the Project were licensed, it would be subject to monitoring over
its life span. NEPA does not require supplemental or new
documentation unless there is a significant change to the project
which would result in impacts that are substantially different than
those identified in the EIS or if the construction and/or operations
impacts are greater than those assessed. It is the responsibility of
the lead agency to determine if new NEPA documentation is
required.

For example, the USEPA would require regular reports as part of its
NPDES permit; non-compliance with permit requirements would
result in fines/penalties and/or require a new/revised NPDES
permit, which would be open for public comment. The USEPA can
also determine the need for and recommend supplemental NEPA
documentation.
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Depending on the type(s) of air permits and the agency that issues
them, regular reporting also would be required. Again,
non-compliance with permit(s) requirements would result in
fines/penalties and/or require new/revised air permit(s). Since the
USEPA would issue the construction and operations permit, then
any new or revised permit would be open for public comment. The
USFWS and NOAA will be part of developing monitoring/mitigation
programs for terrestrial biota, fisheries, and marine mammals. The
USFWS and NOAA can request USEPA to require supplemental
NEPA documentation.

G207-6
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

The selection of the No Action Alternative by decision-makers, for
which they have full discretion, would not fulfill the purpose and
need of the Project to supply natural gas to California consumers
but would maintain, for an indeterminate time, the status quo of
California's and the nation's existing and projected energy supply
mix, including conservation and renewable energy sources.

G207-7
Contrary to the comment, this Project is consistent with the
California Energy Action Plan. Section 4.10 contains information on
the California Energy Action Plan and an assessment of the
proposed Project's compatibility with the Plan. Sections 4.6.1.4 and
4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions of greenhouse
gases and recent California legislation regarding emissions of
greenhouse gases.

G207-8
The lead agencies have reviewed the NEPA CEQ Guidelines and
the State CEQA Guidelines concerning recirculation and have
determined that the changes to the proposed Project and
associated information that has been included in the document
since the Revised Draft EIR was recirculated in March 2006 do not
meet the criteria listed specifically in section 15088.5(a)(1-4) of the
State CEQA Guidelines; therefore, the lead agencies believe
recirculation is unwarranted.

G207-9
See the specific response to each comment on pages 5 to 12 of
this letter.
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G207-10
See the specific response to each comment on pages 13 to 14 of
this letter.

G207-11
See the specific response to each comment on pages 14 to 17 of
this letter.
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G207-11 Continued

G207-12
See the specific response to each comment on pages 17 to 30 of
this letter.

G207-13
See the specific response to each comment on pages 30 to 31 of
this letter.

G207-14
See the specific response to each comment on pages 31 to 40 of
this letter.

G207-15
See the specific response to each comment on pages 40 to 43 of
this letter.

G207-16
See the specific response to each comment on page 44 of this
letter.
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G207-16 Continued

G207-17
See the specific response to each comment on pages 47 to 74 of
this letter.

G207-18
See the specific response to each comment on pages 74 to 89 of
this letter.

G207-19
See the specific response to each comment on pages 89 to 107 of
this letter.

G207-20
See the specific response to each comment on pages 107 to 110 of
this letter.
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G207-21
See the specific response to each comment on pages 110 to 115 of
this letter.

G207-22
See the specific response to each comment on pages 115 to 117 of
this letter.

G207-23
See the specific response to the comment on page 117.

G207-24
See the specific responses to each comment on pages 117 - 118.

G207-25
See the specific response to each comment on pages 118 to 119 of
this letter.

G207-26
See the specific response to each comment on pages 119 to 129 of
this letter.

G207-27
The proposed Project must be viewed in the context of the
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA), described in Section 1.1.1. The
DWPA, as amended, was approved to promote the importation of
natural gas, as well as oil. Section 1.2 describes the Applicant's
"objective" for the proposed Project as "to license and build a
deepwater port (DWP) to deliver specified quantities of natural gas
to California and the United States." While the word "objective" is
used in the text, this sentence is intended to describe the Project
"purpose" under NEPA, and the Project's "underlying purpose"
under the CEQA, rather than the CEQA Project objectives (40 CFR
1502.13; State CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d).) The text
correctly identifies the Project purpose. The need for the proposed
Project is market-based; it proposes to meet a projected economic
need for reliable and diverse sources of natural gas. The CEQA
Project objectives are identified in Section 1.2.5. The "purpose and
need" under NEPA and the underlying purpose and Project
objectives under the CEQA provided an appropriate basis for the
lead agencies' development and evaluation of Project alternatives.
The document complies with these requirements.
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G207-27 Continued

G207-28
As stated in Section 1.2.1, "the requirement for a discussion of
purpose and need under NEPA is to briefly specify the underlying
purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing
the alternatives including the proposed action." CEQA requires a
clearly written statement of objectives that includes the underlying
purpose of the project. The document complies with these
requirements. Section 1.2.5 contains additional information on the
Applicant's purpose and objectives.

The EIS/EIR has been developed to evaluate a private application
to construct and operate a deepwater port within the regulatory
requirements of the DWPA, as amended. The purpose and need
and Project objectives are appropriately described in the context of
a private application under the DWPA. See also the response to the
previous comment.

Natural gas is a major component of California's energy supply and
demand. The context of this component has been addressed by the
CEC and the CPUC as discussed in Section 1.2.3 of the document.
The Project proposes to provide additional supplies of that
component as do the projects discussed in Sections 3.3.5, 3.3.7.3
and 3.3.8.1 of the document and other projects propose to provide
other components of the State's energy mix, e.g., the expansion of
generating capacity in the Tehachapi's Wind Area (see Table
3.3-1).

Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the range of alternatives evaluated. Under NEPA
and the CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives must be
considered. NEPA requires consideration of a "reasonable" number
of alternatives. In determining the scope of alternatives, the
emphasis is on "reasonable." "Reasonable" alternatives include



those that are practical and feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ 40
Questions; #2a). The information must be sufficient to enable
reviewers and decision-makers to evaluate and compare
alternatives. The State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a)states:

"An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project."

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 discuss alternate locations and
technologies that were considered.

The selection of the No Action Alternative by decision-makers, for
which they have full discretion, would not fulfill the purpose and
need of the Project to supply natural gas to California consumers
but would maintain, for an indeterminate time, the status quo of
California's and the nation's existing and projected energy supply
mix, including conservation and renewable energy sources.

G207-29
Section 4.7.4 contains revised text on potential impacts on marine
biological resources and mitigation measures to address such
impacts. Project impacts on coastal ecosystems would be limited to
the pipeline corridor during construction and operation (see Section
2.1). The shore crossing required for the proposed Project would be
installed beneath Ormond Beach (see Sections 2.3.2 and 2.6.1).
The EIS/EIR identifies potential adverse environmental effects of
the proposed Project. The mitigation measures identified in Chapter
6 are designed to minimize or avoid potential environmental
impacts from the construction or operation of the proposed Project.
In order to receive a license from MARAD, and a lease from the
CSLC, the Applicant must agree to implement the mitigation
measures identified in the EIS/EIR and any other conditions that
may be specified in the license and/or lease.

G207-30
Section 4.7.4 contains information on potential impacts on marine
biological resources and mitigation measures to address such
impacts. Section 1.3.2 contains information on the role of the CSLC
and other state and local agencies in regarding environmental

2006/G207



issues related to this Project.

G207-31
Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2 contain information on design
criteria and specifications, final design requirements, and
regulations governing the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo
Port must be designed in accordance with applicable standards,
and the USCG has final approval.

Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State agency
jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act specifies
regulations that all deepwater ports must meet; Section 4.2.7.3 also
contains information on design and safety standards for the
deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains information on pipeline
safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in Section 4.19.4 addresses
additional pipeline design requirements in areas of low-income and
minority communities. The EIS/EIR's analyses have been
developed with consideration of these factors and regulations and
in full conformance with the requirements of NEPA and the CEQA.

The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

The IRA evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor cloud
(flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1). The IRA determined that the consequences of the worst
credible accident involving a vapor cloud fire would be more than
5.7 NM from shore at the closest point, as summarized in Table
4.2-1. Figure 2.1-2, Consequence Distances Surrounding the
FSRU Location for Worst Credible Events, depicts the maximum
distance from the FSRU in any direction that could be affected in
the event of an accident. The shape and direction of the affected
area within the circle depicted in Figure 2.1-2 would depend on
wind conditions and would be more like a cone than a circle, but
would not reach the shoreline.
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G207-32
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The Applicant has reduced the number of LNG carriers
that would call on the FSRU annually from a maximum of 130 to a
maximum of 99. As a result, the number of LNG carriers docking at
the FSRU weekly would be reduced from an average of two to
three per week to one to two per week. Since a crew vessel would
meet each LNG carrier, the number of crew vessel trips to and from
Port Hueneme would also change. See Section 4.3 for more
information on this topic.

G207-33
If the Applicant were to receive a license for the deepwater port
from MARAD and a lease from CSLC, the Applicant, or its
designated representative, would be required to adhere to all
applicable local, State, and Federal laws, regulations, and permit
requirements in the execution of all phases of the Project. Permits
required are listed in Section 1.6.

G207-34
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

G207-35
Section 4.3.4 analyzes impacts to all types of marine traffic. It was
determined that impacts marine traffic could be mitigated.

LNG carriers approaching and departing the Cabrillo Port FSRU
would travel on the routes depicted in Figure 4.3-2 (also see
Section 4.3.1.3). LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the
Santa Barbara Channel coastwise traffic lanes under normal
operating conditions. The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical
miles from the southbound coastwise traffic lane. Given this
distance, its presence, under normal operating conditions, would
not interfere with operations in the coastwise traffic lanes.

LNG carriers and commercial vessels longer than 65 feet (20 m)
would be equipped with an automatic identification system (AIS) so
that they would be able to detect other LNG carriers and other
vessels. Also, LNG carriers would be responsible for adhering to
the "rules of the road" for ship traffic. Section 4.3.1.4 describes
safety measures to be used.

A safety zone would extend in a circle a maximum of 500 meters



from the stern of the FSRU. An area to be avoided (ATBA) would
surround the safety zone, but would not extend as far as the
coastwise traffic lanes (see Figure 4.3-4 and Sections 2.2.4 and
4.3.1.4). These would be identified on navigation charts, so
mariners could plan to avoid them.

Therefore, vessel traffic in the traffic lanes would not be affected by
the safety zone or the ATBA (see Section 4.3.4). Section 4.3.1.4
states, "A vessel transiting the ATBA would be requested to restrict
its speed to no more than 10 knots (19 km/hour) and to check in
and out with the Cabrillo Port vessel operations manager. Both the
speed limit restriction and contact with the Cabrillo Port vessel
operations manager would be voluntary actions of mariners in
vessels transiting the ATBA." The safety zone could not be made
any larger because its size is governed by international law.

G207-36
Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers.

Section 2.2 contains information on the technology to be used on
the FSRU. Section 4.6.4 contains information on the best available
technology to reduce air quality impacts. Section 4.18.4 contains
information on the best available technology to reduce water quality
impacts.

G207-37
Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts associated
with the increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project. The
FSRU would be located 3.5 NM (3.54 miles) from the eastern
boundary of the Point Mugu Sea Range (Pacific Missile Range).
Impacts MT-5 and MT-6 in Section 4.3.4 address potential Project
impacts on Naval and Point Mugu Sea Range operations.

G207-38
Section 1.1.1 contains information on the process used by the
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended, which
establishes a licensing system for ownership, construction and
operation of deepwater port (DWP) facilities. As discussed, the role
of the Maritime Administration (MARAD) is to balance the
Congressionally imposed mandates (33 U.S.C. 1501) of the DWPA,
including those to protect the environment; the interests of the
United States and those of adjacent coastal states in the location,
construction, and operation of deepwater ports; and the interests of
adjacent coastal states concerning the right to regulate growth,
determine land use, and otherwise protect the environment in
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accordance with law.

Section 1.1.2 contains information on the Governor of California's
Role in DWP licensing. As discussed, MARAD may not issue a
license without the approval of the Governor of the adjacent coastal
state (33 U.S.C. 1503(c)(8)). Section 1.1.3 contains information on
the role of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):
"[t]he Port must meet all Federal and State requirements and is
required to obtain air and water discharge permits from the
USEPA." Section 1.2.1 contains additional information on Federal
and State responsibilities. Section 1.1.4 contains information on the
role of the CSLC to consider whether or not to grant a lease of
State lands for the subsea pipelines. The lease may also include
conditions relating to those parts of the Project not located on the
lease premises. As described in Section 1.3.1, one of the main
purposes of the EIS/EIR for MARAD is to "(f)acilitate a
determination of whether the Applicant has demonstrated that the
DWP would be located, constructed, and operated in a manner that
represents the best available technology necessary to prevent or
minimize any adverse impacts on the marine environment."

The preceding comment responses also discuss how the
information in the EIS/EIR fulfills such purpose as described in
Section 1.3.1.

G207-39
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.
See also Sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5.

G207-40
Thank you for the information.
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G207-40 Continued

G207-41
As discussed in Section 1.2.2, the projections in the EIA's Annual
Energy Outlook are based on the National Energy Modeling
System, which includes a Renewable Fuels Module. Despite
anticipated increases in the use of renewable energy resources and
conservation in the U.S. supply/demand balance sheet, the EIA
projects that total demand for natural gas will increase, even with
conservation and use of alternative fuels.
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G207-42
As discussed in Section 1.2.2, the EIA projections are based on
economic models that consider worldwide trends in the cost of
natural gas.

G207-43
Section 1.2.3 contains additional information on how the CEC
considers energy efficiency and renewable supplies in its projection
of natural gas needs.

G207-44
As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must
"carry out their respective energy-related duties based upon
information and analyses contained in a biennial integrated energy
policy report adopted by the CEC." Section 1.2.1 also describes the
public process that is used to develop the Integrated Energy Policy
Reports to ensure that California's energy-related interests and
needs are met. Section 1.2.3 discusses, in part, the CEC's and
CPUC's conclusions within the State of California's Energy Action
Plan II; Implementation Road Map for Energy Policies, for example,
to diversify natural gas supply sources to include LNG.

As indicated in Section 4.10.1.3, California Energy Action Plan, "To
offset some of the demand for natural gas, California is increasing
its energy conservation programs, will retire less efficient power
plants, and is diversifying its fuel mix by accelerating the
Renewables Portfolio Standard. However, according to the State's
2005 Energy Action Plan, 'California must also promote
infrastructure enhancements, such as additional pipeline and
storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to include liquefied
natural gas (LNG)' (CEC and CPUC 2005)." Contrary to the
comment, the CEC has studied whether California needs to import
LNG to meet its energy needs and concludes, as indicated above,
that it does.

As also discussed in Section 4.10.1.3, the CPUC recently
reaffirmed that both the State's Integrated Energy Policy Report
and Energy Action Plan recognize the need for additional natural
gas supplies from LNG terminals on the West Coast: "However,
even with strong demand reduction efforts and our goal of 20%
renewables for electric generation by 2010, demand for natural gas
in California is expected to roughly remain the same, rather than
decrease, over the next 10 years. This is because, a substantial
portion of the other 80% of electric generation (not met by
renewable energy sources) will need natural gas as its fuel source,



and natural gas will still be needed for the growing number of
residential and business customers of the natural gas utilities."
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G207-46

G207-47

G207-48
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G207-44 Continued

G207-45
California Senate Bill 426 (Simitian), which would have created a
ranking process for different LNG projects, was re-referred to the
California Assembly Committee on Utilities and Commerce on
August 24, 2006. As of November 30, 2006, the Legislature's
Current Bill Status shows it as "From Assembly without further
action," which ended the consideration of the bill during the
2005-06 Legislative Session.

G207-46
As stated in Section 1.2.3, "[t]he California Legislature recognizes
that the CEC is the State's principal energy policy and planning
organization and the CEC is responsible for determining the energy
needs of California." The EIS/EIR acknowledges the contribution of
energy conservation and renewables to meet California's energy
needs in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3. However, the 2005
California Energy Action Plan states explicitly that "California must
also promote infrastructure enhancements, such as additional
pipeline and storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to
include liquefied natural gas (LNG)."

G207-47
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.

G207-48
The text in Section 1.2.3 summarizes the points most relevant to
the proposed Project. In addition, an investor owned utility may
procure additional renewable energy resources to meet its retail
electricity customers demand if renewable energy sources score
higher than nonrenewable generation in its "least cost, best fit"
ranking of available resources. All eight points from the California
Energy Action Plan II are included in Section 4.10.1.3, "California
Energy Action Plan." Section 4.10.1.3 also contains information
from the 2005 Energy Action Plan regarding energy conservation
and renewable energy sources.

G207-49
Section 3.3.4 contains additional information on new or expanded
pipeline systems as an alternative source of natural gas.
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G207-49 Continued

G207-50
As stated in Section 1.0, the Applicant proposes to deliver an
annual average of 800 million cubic feet per day (MMcfd) of natural
gas (not LNG) to shore for distribution by the southern California
Gas Company (SoCalGas).

As indicated in Section 4.6.2, BHPB has stated that 18 entities
have executed letters of interest in the possible purchase of natural
gas when it becomes available from Cabrillo Port. These
prospective customers represent a range of natural gas purchasers
including utilities, electricity generators, cogenerators,
manufacturers, and trade groups.

G207-51
See the response to the preceding comment.

G207-52
No action has been taken on Senator Escutia's Senate Bill 1003
since August 2005, when a hearing was cancelled at the request of
the author.

G207-53
Thank you for the information, which could be taken into account by
decision-makers when they consider the proposed Project.



G207-54

G207-55

G207-56

G207-57

G207-58

G207-59

2006/G207

G207-54
Section 1.2.1 of the document clearly states the lead agencies'
responsibilities to define a project's "purpose and need."

As discussed in Section 3.3.2, renewable energy resources are not
evaluated as a reasonable alternative to the proposed Project
because such sources are already factored into California's energy
supply and demand analyses, which conclude that additional
supplies of natural gas are necessary, after full consideration of the
projected contributions of renewable sources, to meet California's
projected energy demands.

Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain information on natural gas needs
in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has been obtained
from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy Information Agency
and from the California Energy Commission. LNG is natural gas
that has been liquefied for transportation purposes. As stated in
Section 1.2, "[n]atural gas burns cleaner than other fossil fuels,
which meets other societal goals such as reduced air pollution." As
stated in Section 1.2.5, "[t]he natural gas delivered by the Project
would be relatively clean burning compared to other fuel sources
and would meet all California regulatory specifications for pipeline
natural gas without further treatment..." As stated in Section 1.2.4,
"[w]hile energy independence is a national goal, it is influenced by
other national considerations such as energy sufficiency, energy
security, and the United States economy. In light of the EIA's
projections, natural gas imports are necessary to ensure a reliable
alternative energy source that enhances the nations diversity of
energy supplies and energy sufficiency and supports a thriving
United States economy." Further, California currently imports 85 to
90 percent of its natural gas from outside California. See Section
1.2.4.

G207-55
As stated in Section 1.0, the Applicant proposes to deliver an
annual average of 800 million cubic feet per day (MMcfd) of natural
gas (not LNG) to shore for distribution by the southern California
Gas Company (SoCalGas).

G207-56
See the response to the preceding comment and Comment
G207-161.

G207-57
Section 2.2.1 contains information on the properties of natural gas
to be imported by the proposed Project, which would meet
California's requirements for pipeline-quality gas throughout Project



operations and would be confirmed through testing of every
shipment. See also the response to the last comment on page 9.

G207-58
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain information on natural gas needs
in the U.S. and California and the issues associated with domestic
supply, such as increased competition from other states to satisfy
the regional natural gas demand, and the dominant effect he U.S.
natural gas market has upon California prices.

G207-59
The proposed Project is not under the regulatory control of any
single jurisdiction; it is governed by the laws, rules and regulations
of the involved jurisdiction. As indicated in Section 1.3, the activities
within Australia are subject to the Commonwealth Environmental
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act of 1999 and the
Western Australian Environmental Protection Act of 1986
(Macfarlane 2005, see Appendix L). Environmental legislation
similar to NEPA/CEQA is also in effect in both Malaysia and
Indonesia. Marine transport is governed by international law, treaty,
etc. As required by law, the Final EIS/EIR identifies the potential
direct and indirect impacts within Federal, State and local
jurisdictions. Information from each of the above sources is
included in the public record and will be taken into account by
decision-makers when they consider the proposed Project.
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G207-59 Continued

G207-60
Section 1.4.1 contains information on the reasons the Revised Draft
EIR was recirculated in March 2006, which was based on an
interpretation of State CEQA Guidelines. However, NEPA uses a
different standard, stated in 40 CFR 1502.9. The environmental
staffs of the USCG, MARAD, and the CSLC worked together to
complete this Final EIS/EIR in accordance with NEPA and the
CEQA to assess the environmental impacts associated with the
construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities proposed by
the Applicant.
The USCG and MARAD determined that no new circumstances or
information requiring a recirculation of a supplemental draft EIS
was found to exist. The USEPA, which comments on the
completeness of EISs and their compliance with NEPA, reviewed
the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR and concluded that it was
adequate. As required by NEPA, the lead agencies have prepared
a response to every comment received on the October 2004 Draft
EIS/EIR.

Changes to the Project and the environmental analysis described in
the March Revised Draft EIR do not require further circulation of the
document under NEPA. The changes are part of a typical NEPA
process and many of the changes describe how the Project will
have reduced environmental impacts. The changes also amplify
and clarify prior text.

G207-61
See the response to the preceding comment.
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Continued
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G207-61 Continued

G207-62
See the response to the last comment on page 12.

Table 1.4.1 and Section 1.5 contain information on scoping
comments received. Section 1.3 contains information on all phases
of the project, including the extraction of natural gas.

The proposed Project, or "whole of the action" (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15378) involves the construction and operation
of the Cabrillo Port LNG Deepwater Port and related facilities by a
private applicant, BHPB. This is the action for which BHPB has
applied for a lease from the CSLC and for which it will be required
to obtain approvals from the USCG, MARAD, and other Federal,
State, and local agencies. The production of natural gas in other
countries, which may serve as the supply of LNG, is related to the
proposed Project, but is a separate undertaking that is not a
component of this Project. The Project or "whole of the action" must
be distinguished from the indirect effects that may be attributed to
the proposed Project or how the Project contributes to a cumulative
impact. In compliance with NEPA and the CEQA, the EIS/EIR
analyzes the indirect and cumulative effects of this proposed
Project on a broad geographic area, including effects within
California Coastal Waters associated with shipping LNG to the
FSRU. (See also the response to the comment at the bottom of
page 12 and the top of page 13 of this letter regarding
environmental laws applicable to natural gas production in potential
source countries.)

The Applicant is required to adhere to all applicable Federal, State,
and local laws, regulations, and permit requirements in the
execution of all phases of the Project. Section 4.2.6 states, "The
environmental and occupational safety record for the Applicant's
worldwide operations, including, for example, mining ventures
overseas, was not considered in evaluating potential public safety
concerns associated with this Project because such operations are
not directly comparable to the processes in the proposed Project."
The conclusions in the EIS/EIR are based on the analyses of
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and the
implementation assumptions stated in Section 4.1.7. However, the
Applicant's safety and environmental record will be taken into
account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

Section 15000 of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part, "The



regulations contained in this chapter are prescribed by the
Secretary of Resources to be followed by all state and local
agencies of California in the implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act."

The stated position must also be viewed within the context of
sections 15040 and 15041 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which
specifically define and correspondingly limit the authority provided
to State and local agencies under the CEQA.

Section 15378(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"Project means the whole of an action..." This must be interpreted
in conjunction with section 15378(a)(3), which states, "An activity
involving the issuance to a person of a lease, permit, license,
certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public
agencies." When read in conjunction with section 15000, it is clear
that the law and any document prepared under its previsions apply
to California public agencies.
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G207-62 Continued

G207-63
Sections 1.3 and 2.2.1 discuss potential sources of natural gas that
would be imported for the proposed Project. Section 1.3 is revised
to include information on Indonesian and Malaysian environmental
requirements that would regulate impacts related to the production
and exportation of natural gas. All three countries, Australia,
Indonesia, and Malaysia, have existing LNG liquefaction facilities.
Due to global demand for natural gas, it is expected that viable gas
fields in these countries will be developed to meet that demand,
regardless of whether this Project proceeds. Accordingly,
environmental impacts associated with natural gas development in
Australia, Indonesia, and Malaysia, and any corresponding
environmental impacts in those countries, are not a consequence of
this Project and are not evaluated in the EIS/EIR.

G207-64
See the response to the preceding comment.
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G207-65
See the response to the last comment on page 12.

G207-66
See the responses to Comments G207-44 and G207-57. The
appropriateness of addressing the end uses of natural gas from the
proposed Project is discussed in Section 4.6.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.

As discussed in comment responses on page 14, the Applicant
would be required to comply with those countries' applicable
environmental laws and regulations pertaining to the extraction and
development of natural gas fields as well as those pertaining to the
liquefaction and transfer of LNG to LNG carriers. Consideration of
the Applicant's compliance with a foreign nation's applicable laws
and regulations is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR.

G207-67
See the response to the preceding comment.

G207-68
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. LNG carriers would be powered by natural gas within
California Coastal Waters as defined by the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) (see Section 4.6).
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G207-69
See the response to the preceding comment.

G207-70
Section 1.0, "Introduction", has been updated to more clearly
specify the throughput figures used in the environmental analysis.
As stated, "Under normal operating conditions, the annual average
throughput would be 800 million cubic feet per day; however, the
Applicant has calculated that maximum operating scenarios would
allow deliveries of up to 1.2 billion cubic feet per day, or the gas
equivalent 1.5 billion cubic feet per day on an hourly basis for a
maximum of six hours. These operating conditions would only be in
effect if SoCalGas were to offer the Applicant the opportunity to
provide additional gas in cases of supply interruption elsewhere in
the SoCalGas system, or extremely high power demand, for
example, during hot summer days." In addition, the Air Quality,
Biological Resources - Marine, and Noise and Vibration, Water
Quality Sections have been revised to account for the variations in
natural gas throughput (see Sections 4.6.4, 4.7.4, 4.14.4, and
4.18.4).

G207-71
First, the capacity of the FSRU is 72 million gallons of LNG. The
comment confuses the capacity of the FSRU with the throughput of
natural gas from the FSRU into the SoCalGas system. Section 1.0,
"Introduction," has been updated to more clearly specify the
throughput figures used in the environmental analysis. As stated,
"Under normal operating conditions, the annual average throughput
would be 800 million cubic feet per day; however, the Applicant has
calculated that maximum operating scenarios would allow
deliveries of up to 1.2 billion cubic feet per day, or the gas
equivalent 1.5 billion cubic feet per day on an hourly basis for a
maximum of six hours. These operating conditions would only be in
effect if SoCalGas were to offer the Applicant the opportunity to
provide additional gas in cases of supply interruption elsewhere in
the SoCalGas system, or extremely high power demand, for
example, during hot summer days." In addition, applicable sections
of the document have been updated similarly to clarify the
throughput figures used in the analysis, including Sections 4.6, 4.7,
4.14, and 4.18. The document reveals, therefore, the full range and
intensity of all potential environmental impacts associated with the
proposed Project.

As stated in Section 2.2.2.3, the proposed Project includes a "single
berth and LNG receiving facility to be located on the starboard side
of the FSRU initially, with an option to install similar facilities on the
port side at a later date. The second berth, if added, would provide



operational flexibility under unusual conditions and would never be
used simultaneously because no more than one LNG carrier at a
time would unload." The potential, but as yet unforeseen as to its
timing, of an additional berth would neither change the capacity of
the FSRU nor its throughput as analyzed in the EIS/EIR.

Furthermore, additional modifications to the SoCalGas onshore
pipeline system, which are not part of the application submitted by
the Applicant, would be necessary to accommodate throughput
above and beyond that from the proposed Project.

G207-72
As discussed in the previous comment response, the document has
been revised to address the potential differences in impacts
according to the variations in natural gas throughput.

G207-73
Due to changes in the Project, the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR
and the Final EIS/EIR contain updated analyses. Section 4.2
contains information on public safety. Section 4.6 contains
information on air. Section 4.4 contains information on views.
Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the range of alternatives evaluated. Under NEPA
and the CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives must be
considered. NEPA requires consideration of a "reasonable" number
of alternatives. In determining the scope of alternatives, the
emphasis is on "reasonable." "Reasonable" alternatives include
those that are practical and feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ 40
Questions; #2a). The information must be sufficient to enable
reviewers and decision-makers to evaluate and compare
alternatives. The State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a)
provides, in part,

"An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project."

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Section 3.0 discusses the issue of alternatives in detail
and sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 specifically discuss alternate locations
and technologies that were considered.
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G207-74
The USEPA letter was a scoping comment letter, and as requested,
all of these alternatives were considered in the EIS/EIR. The
USEPA did not indicate that all of these potential alternatives must
be carried forward in the analysis; the assessment must be based
on the analysis of the potential alternatives. The EIS/EIR
implemented the recommendations and considered all of the
recommended alternatives. The USEPA classified the Draft
EIS/EIR as EC-2. The USEPA did not comment on the alternatives
analysis that appeared in either the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR or
the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. It should be noted that, as
indicated in the comment, the cited agency is the federal USEPA,
which is neither a responsible or trustee agency under the CEQA
under whose provisions the Revised Draft EIR was prepared. The
USEPA's comment letters appear in this Final EIS/EIR as 2004
Comment Letter F007 and 2006 Comment Letters F205 and F206.
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G207-74 Continued

G207-75
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 1.2.5 and 3.3 contain information on
the adequacy of alternatives. Under NEPA and the CEQA, a
reasonable range of alternatives must be considered to permit a
reasoned choice of alternatives with respect to their environmental
aspects.

Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an



agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements. Revisions to Chapter 3 clarify and
elaborate on the "Alternatives Eliminated from Further Analysis"
and "Alternatives Evaluated in Chapter 4."

As discussed in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, energy conservation and
use of renewable energy sources do not meet the projected energy
needs of California, as determined by the California Energy
Commission in its 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Report Committee
Final Report. The projected energy gap is to be filled by seeking
additional supplies of natural gas, including LNG. The project goal
of fulfilling California's and the nation's short- and mid-term natural
gas supply needs or diversifying the supply of natural gas should
be viewed in this context.

Section 3.2 identifies the range of alternatives considered. Section
3.3 discusses 18 potential locations for the deepwater port. It builds
on previous California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated
nearly 100 locations. In addition, Table 3.2-1 identifies six
alternative technologies that are evaluated.

The selection of the No Action Alternative by decision-makers, for
which they have full discretion, would not fulfill the purpose and
need of the Project to supply natural gas to California consumers
but would maintain, for an indeterminate time, the status quo of
California's and the nation's existing and projected energy supply
mix, including conservation and renewable energy sources.

As discussed in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, the MARAD and the
CSLC do not have the authority to initiate or implement additional
broad-based, long-term conservation or renewable energy policy
measures. They also do not have control over whether such
measures will be proposed, approved, and implemented, or the
time frame over which these actions might occur. Nonetheless, the
agencies' actions could impact the State's energy supply mix. Any
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decision by the government to increase subsidies or otherwise
promote additional conservation or renewable energy would be
independent actions taken on this DWP application by MARAD and
the CSLC.

G207-76
See the responses to comments on pages 9 and 10 of this letter.
Based on the Energy Commission's information (see Section
4.10.1.3), reliance solely on energy conservation and efficiency,
renewables, or a combination thereof, to meet California's energy
needs is considered inadequate speculative and an infeasible
alternative to meet California's increasing demands for replace the
energy in the short- and mid-term. These options are not
considered to be potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed
Project and therefore are not carried forward for detailed analysis in
the EIS/EIR. In addition, energy conservation and efficiency,
renewables, or a combination of these actions would not
accomplish most of the Project objectives, which include supplying
energy in the form of natural gas and diversifying the State's supply
of natural gas. For this additional reason, the suggested options
were not carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS/EIR. The
information you have provided in this comment will be made
available to the decision-makers when they consider the EIS/EIR
and the Project.
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G207-76 Continued

G207-77
Please see the revisions to Chapter 3, which elaborate on the
previous analysis.

Thank you for the information on energy conservation and
repowering of existing power plants. However, the lead agencies
are obligated to use energy forecasting information from the
Federal Energy Information Administration (EIA) and the California
Energy Commission (CEC). As discussed in Section 1.2.2, the
Federal EIA is a "primary source of the data on the Federal energy
forecasts and analyses used in this document. The EIA, created by
Congress in 1977, is part of the U.S. Department of Energy. The
EIA provides policy independent data, forecasts, and analyses to
promote sound policy-making, efficient markets, and public
understanding regarding energy and its interaction with the
economy and the environment." In addition, Section 1.2.3
discusses the use of CEC data. The CEC's 2005 Integrated Energy
Policy Report Committee Final Report provides the energy context
for California's natural gas needs. The California Legislature
recognizes that the CEC is the State's principal energy policy and
planning organization and that the CEC is responsible for
determining the energy needs of California. These responsibilities
are established in State law (the Warren-Alquist State Energy
Resources Conservation and Development Act [Public Resources
Code, Division 15]).

The revisions to Chapter 3 elaborate on the previous analyses. As
discussed in Section 3.3.1, "[t]he MARAD and the CSLC do not
have authority to initiate or implement additional broad-based,
long-term energy conservation policy measures... They also do not
have control over whether such measures will be proposed,
approved, and implemented, or the time frame over which these
actions might occur."

With respect to retrofitting of existing power plants, "[t]he State of
California's 2005 Energy Action Plan II indicates that despite
energy-efficient renewable resources, other energy sources, and
investments in conventional power plants such as augmenting
existing facilities and replacing aging infrastructure, there is no
indication that the need to increase California's short-term natural
gas supplies can be averted through turbine repowering (CEC and
CPUC 2005). The State's determination of the need for additional
natural gas supplies takes into account the re-powering of existing
power plants and still concludes that new gas supplies are needed."



See Section 3.3.3.

G207-78
First, the most recent projections for natural gas needs in California
are contained in Section 1.2.3. Second, see the responses to
comments on page 18 of this letter.

G207-79
Thank you for the information. As indicated in Section 1.2.3, the
State of California's 2005 Energy Action has not come to the same
conclusion.

The selection of the No Action Alternative by decision-makers, for
which they have full discretion, would not fulfill the purpose and
need of the Project to supply natural gas to California consumers
but would, for an indeterminate time, maintain the status quo of
California's and the nation's existing and projected energy supply
mix, including conservation and renewable energy sources.
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G207-80
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."



Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

See also responses to Comments G207-46, G207-75, and
G207-77.
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G207-80 Continued

G207-81
As stated in Section 1.2.3, "[t]he California Legislature recognizes
that the CEC is the State's principal energy policy and planning
organization and the CEC is responsible for determining the energy
needs of California." The EIS/EIR acknowledges the contribution of
energy conservation and renewables to meet California's energy
needs in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3. However, the 2005
California Energy Action Plan states explicitly that "California must
also promote infrastructure enhancements, such as additional
pipeline and storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to
include liquefied natural gas (LNG)."

G207-82
See response to Comment G207-80.

G207-83
As stated in Section 1.2.3, "[t]he California Legislature recognizes
that the CEC is the State's principal energy policy and planning
organization and the CEC is responsible for determining the energy
needs of California." Section 1.2.3 also states, "(t)he CEC demand
forecasting models assume that the California investor owned
utilities (and suppliers from other Western states), which are
required to meet a Renewable Portfolio Standard, will meet their
obligations (Marks 2006). According to the CEC, although
increases in conservation, efficiency, and use of renewable energy
sources are expected to moderate future demand, the policies and
mandates in place do not suggest that incorporating conservation,
energy efficiency, and the use of renewable energy resources will
meet all future investor owned utility portfolio needs (Miller 2006)."

The EIS/EIR acknowledges the contribution of energy conservation
and renewables to meet California's energy needs in Sections
3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3. However, the 2005 California Energy
Action Plan states explicitly that "California must also promote
infrastructure enhancements, such as additional pipeline and
storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to include liquefied
natural gas (LNG)."

See the response to Comment G207-75. Thank you for the
information on solar and wind projects in California and elsewhere.
As discussed in Section 3.3.2, "[t]he CEC's projections of future
natural gas supply needs for the State include the assumption that
renewable energy projects will be implemented, yet still conclude
that additional natural gas supplies are necessary."



Section 3.3.2 has been revised to include updated information
about renewable energy projects in California.
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G207-83 Continued

G207-84
See response to Comment G207-77.

G207-85
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,



the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

Section 3.3.3 explains that this potential alternative was not
included for detailed study in the EIS/EIR for multiple reasons. The
lead agencies have no jurisdiction or control over such projects; the
Applicant neither owns nor controls the facilities where retrofitting
would occur and has neither the experience nor expertise with such
activities; and the California Energy Commission has determined
that the States natural gas supplies must be increased whether
power plants are retrofitted or not.

G207-86
As explained in Section 3.3.4, new or "[e]xpanded pipeline systems
would not meet the Project objective of increasing the diversity of
natural gas supplies to California. In addition, construction of new
or expanded pipeline systems would have environmental
consequences along whatever corridors were proposed. Therefore,
new or expanded pipeline systems were not considered as
alternatives to the proposed Project."

G207-87
Thank you for the information about the CPUC's decision. The
decision has already been made, and it is not reasonably
forseeable that the CPUC would reverse or alter its decision over
which the lead agencies have no control or jurisdiction.

The selection of the No Action Alternative by decision-makers, for
which they have full discretion, would not fulfill the purpose and
need of the Project to supply natural gas to California consumers
but would maintain, for an indeterminate time, the status quo of
California's and the nation's existing and projected energy supply
mix, including conservation and renewable energy sources.
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G207-88
The Jordan Cove Energy Project is jointly owned by Fort Chicago
Energy Partners, L.P. and Energy Projects Development, LLC.
According to the project's web site
(http://www.jordancoveenergy.com/about_schedule.htm), an
application was to be submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) on January 31, 2007, with a decision to be
reached by December 31, 2007, and operation to begin December
31, 2010. Such timing appears unrealistic in light of the experience
of the SES Project, which began the FERC process in 2003 and
was terminated on January 22, 2007, without completion of the
Final EIS/EIR. Further, the commenter is mistaken in the terminus
of the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project, which is Malin,
Oregon, rather than Malin, California. According to the web site for
the pipeline project (http://www.pacificconnectorgp.com/),
"Subsidiaries of Williams, PG&E Corporation and Fort Chicago
Energy Partners LP (Fort Chicago) have agreed to jointly pursue
construction of a major new gas transmission pipeline that will
increase the supply of natural gas for the West Coast region of the
United States."

Neither of the above projects is a fully developed proposal that can
be analyzed even as a competing project to the proposed Project.

G207-89
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).



To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

G207-90
Section 3.3.5 has been revised to include updated information the
proposed and permitted Baja LNG facilities. The infrastructure
associated with the Shell/Sempra Energia Costa Azul facility
currently under construction, which will export natural gas to the
U.S., was not analyzed further in this document because it is
evaluated by the FERC and the CSLC in a Joint EIS/EIR for the
North Baja Expansion Project (FERC Docket No. PF05-14-000,
SCH# 2006081127). Section 3.3.5 discusses Sempra's proposed
expansion of its Costa Azul facility. To date, the expansion has not
been permitted; therefore, it would be speculative to evaluate this
portion of the project.

It is also more accurate to say that the lead agencies, as indicated
in Section 3.3.5, "...determined that a Northern Baja site was not a
reasonable alternative as defined under NEPA and the CEQA and
that further analysis was therefore inappropriate and unwarranted."

2006/G207



Further, as indicated in Section 3.4.1, No Action Alternative, "It is
also likely that other LNG or natural gas-related projects over which
the lead agencies have no or partial jurisdiction, e.g., pipelines,
would be proposed and pursued should the No Action Alternative
be selected (see Section 3.3.5)."

G207-91
Thank you for the information. The amount of natural gas exported
from the Baja LNG Terminals will depend on demand and the
capacity of the infrastructure. The issue of additional infrastructure
is evaluated by the FERC and the CSLC in the Joint EIS/EIR for the
North Baja Expansion Project (FERC Docket No. PF05-14-000,
SCH# 2006081127) and therefore was not evaluated in this
document.
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G207-91 Continued

G207-92
Thank you for the information on the population of Baja California.
The figure has been revised in Section 3.3.5.

G207-93
Section 3.3.5 has been updated to clarify the reasons why this
alternative was eliminated from further consideration. The transfer
of environmental impacts to another sovereign nation is a
statement of fact and not a reason why the alternative was
eliminated.

As also discussed in Section 4.10.1.3, the CPUC recently
reaffirmed that both the State's Integrated Energy Policy Report
and Energy Action Plan recognize the need for additional natural
gas supplies from LNG terminals on the West Coast: "However,
even with strong demand reduction efforts and our goal of 20%
renewables for electric generation by 2010, demand for natural gas
in California is expected to roughly remain the same, rather than
decrease, over the next 10 years. This is because, a substantial
portion of the other 80% of electric generation (not met by
renewable energy sources) will need natural gas as its fuel source,
and natural gas will still be needed for the growing number of
residential and business customers of the natural gas utilities."

G207-94
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the



technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.
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G207-95
As stated in Section 1.2.3, "[t]he California Legislature recognizes
that the CEC is the State's principal energy policy and planning
organization and the CEC is responsible for determining the energy
needs of California." The EIS/EIR acknowledges the contribution of
energy conservation and renewables to meet California's energy
needs in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3. However, the 2005
California Energy Action Plan states explicitly that "California must
also promote infrastructure enhancements, such as additional
pipeline and storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to
include liquefied natural gas (LNG)."

G207-96
There are no known proposals for offshore terminals in Oregon or
Washington, as discussed in Section 3.3.6. Sites from Point
Conception to the LA region are considered in Section 3.3.7.

The other LNG projects are considered in the cumulative analysis
(Section 4.20) because the licensing and permitting processes will
be completed independently and they are reasonable and
foreseeable. All, some, or none of the proposed LNG facilities could
be permitted or licensed and operate simultaneously.

G207-97
See Section 3.3.7 and Table 3.3-1a for information on the
Mitsubishi (Sound Energy Solutions) project proposed in the Port of
Long Beach.

The nature and extent of impacts associated with the Clearwater
Port Project and the Woodside Natural Gas Project cannot be
predicted with any certainty at this time because the necessary
environmental analyses have not yet begun.

Neither Excelerate's Pacific Gateway project nor the proposed
Esperanza Energy project have been developed sufficiently to
submit applications under the DWPA, as amended.

Due to the uncertainty of the uncertain length of time required to
complete the environmental analyses for the projects for which the
application process has either just begun or for which no
application yet exists, and the limited information available, the lead
agencies do not regard such projects as reasonable alternatives to
the proposed Project. Further, as indicated in Section 3.4.1, No
Action Alternative, "It is also likely that other LNG or natural
gas-related projects over which the lead agencies have no or partial
jurisdiction, e.g., pipelines, would be proposed and pursued should
the No Action Alternative be selected (see Section 3.3.5)."



As discussed in the previous comment response, these projects are
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis (Section 4.20)
because the licensing and permitting processes will be completed
independently and they are reasonable and foreseeable. All, some,
or none of the proposed LNG facilities could be permitted or
licensed and operate simultaneously.

G207-98
The "California Coastal Commission Final Report Offshore LNG
Terminal Study"(Appendix E) concluded that "the most appropriate
siting area for a liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminal off the
shoreline of California appears to be in international waters of the
southeast part of Ventura Flats" (see Appendix E). For this reason,
this alternative was carried forward for further analysis. After a
preliminary review, it was determined that the Ventura Flats
alternative location would result in more environmental impacts
than the proposed location.
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G207-99
Section 3.3.8 provides information on other LNG terminal
technologies, including the Clearwater Port project and its status in
the regulatory process.

G207-100
Section 3.3.8.1 has been revised to clarify the reasons why these
alternatives were eliminated from further analysis in the document.
It should be noted that the EDC has historically opposed oil and
gas development that would require the installation of additional
platforms offshore of California.

G207-101
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration for
several reasons. As discussed in Section 3.3.8.2, the reason
included "the technical infeasibility of installing it at the location of
the proposed Project or any other location with similar attributes,
e.g., distance from shore, and because a location closer to shore
would pose greater visual effects, public health and safety, and
potential marine traffic issues than the proposed Project."

As discussed previously, both NEPA and the CEQA require the
consideration of alternatives to a proposed project. A lead agency's
lack of jurisdiction over a potential alternative is one factor that it
may consider in determining if a potential alternative is feasible,
reasonable, and merits detailed study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a
potential alternative is purely hypothetical or speculative, or
whether the potential alternative can be accomplished in a
successful manner in a reasonable period of time are additional
factors the lead agency may consider in assessing the feasibility
and reasonability of the potential alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that



discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

G207-102
Section 3.3.8.3 has been revised. See also the response to
Comment G207-4. The floating offshore LNG terminal was not
rejected because there is a potential proposal to construct one
offshore of Los Angeles. The potential licensing of the Cabrillo Port
Project would not preclude the licensing of any other LNG facility
offshore of Southern California. The single-point mooring direct
regasification system was eliminated from consideration because it
did not meet the purpose and need of the proposed Project, i.e, it
could not supply the volume of natural gas nor did it provide
storage. The multiple-point mooring direct gasification system was
eliminated from further consideration because although it could
supply a comparable volume of gas, it would not have storage to
ensure a continuous supply of natural gas to Southern California in
case of adverse weather events, which would not have similar
effects on the proposed Project.
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G207-103
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a



limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

G207-104
See response to Comment G207-97.
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G207-105
Section 1.0, "Introduction," has been updated to more clearly
specify the throughput figures used in the environmental analysis.
As stated, "Under normal operating conditions, the annual average
throughput would be 800 million cubic feet per day; however, the
Applicant has calculated that maximum operating scenarios would
allow deliveries of up to 1.2 billion cubic feet per day, or the gas
equivalent 1.5 billion cubic feet per day on an hourly basis for a
maximum of six hours. These operating conditions would only be in
effect if SoCalGas were to offer the Applicant the opportunity to
provide additional gas in cases of supply interruption elsewhere in
the SoCalGas system or extremely high power demand, for
example, during hot summer days." In addition, applicable sections
of the document have been updated similarly to clarify the
throughput figures used in the analysis, including Sections 4.6, 4.7,
4.14, and 4.18.

G207-106
We respectfully disagree. Executive Order 12114, Environmental
Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions, requires Federal agencies
to consider the potential environmental effects of major Federal
actions that could significantly affect the global commons outside
the jurisdiction of any nation. Executive Order 12114 is not
applicable to the extraction and development of natural gas in
foreign countries.

An evaluation of the Project's environmental effects abroad must
also be viewed within the context of section 15040 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, which specifically defines and correspondingly
limits the authority provided to State and local agencies under the
CEQA.

The Applicant has stated that the source of the natural gas for this
Project would be either Australia, Malaysia, or Indonesia. As these
countries are sovereign nations, the Applicant would be required to
comply with those countries' applicable environmental laws and
regulations pertaining to the extraction and development of natural
gas fields as well as those pertaining to the liquefaction and
transfer of LNG to LNG carriers. Consideration of the Applicant's
compliance with a foreign nation's applicable laws and regulations
is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR.

The Applicant has indicated that the Scarborough natural gas field
in the state of Western Australia could be a potential source of



natural gas for the Project. In May 2005, the Honourable Ian
Macfarlane, the Australian Federal Minister for Industry, Tourism
and Resources, stated, "Development of the Scarborough Field and
related support facilities must be carried out in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations of both the Australian Government
(federal) and the State Government in Western Australia. Any
activities will be subject to assessment and approvals under the
applicable environmental legislative regimes. These include, among
others, the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999, governing matters of national
environmental significance, and, under State legislation, the
Western Australian Environmental Protection Act 1986. The
objectives of the Commonwealth's environmental regulatory
regimes are to provide for the protection of the environment and
ensure that any petroleum activity is carried out in a way that is
consistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable
development." (Appendix L contains a copy of this letter.)

Section 1.3 has been revised to include information on Indonesian
and Malaysian environmental requirements that would regulate
impacts related to producing and exporting natural gas. All three
countries have existing LNG liquefaction facilities.

Section 4.6.1.4 discusses greenhouse gas emissions for the
proposed Project.
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G207-107
The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C. Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1) discuss the models and assumptions used and the verification
process. Sandia National Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded
that the models used were appropriate and produced valid results.
Section 4.2.1 provides an overview of the modeling results and the
potential consequences of an incident.

Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone, how it would be established, and the potential impacts on
marine traffic. The FSRU would be able to rotate 360° around the
mooring turret. The safety zone would extend 500 m from the circle
formed by the FSRU's stern, the outer edge of the facility, rotating
around the mooring turret. See Figure 4.3-4 for an illustration of the
potential safety zone and area to be avoided. The safety zone
could not be made any larger because its size is governed by
international law. Section 4.2.7.6 contains information on the
potential impacts of potential incidents at the FSRU and mitigation
measures. Impact MT-4 in Section 4.3.4 contains information on
the impacts that an incident at the FSRU could have on marine
traffic and the mitigation measures that would reduce potential
impacts.

G207-108
The Project is regulated by the USCG and MARAD under the
authority of the Deepwater Port Act. FERC's regulations are
prescriptive and standardized to address the general siting of
onshore LNG terminals. In contrast, due to various different designs
of deepwater ports, the USCG conducts site-specific independent
risk and consequence analyses using the most recent guidance
and modeling techniques. The guidance used for Cabrillo Port is
Sandia National Laboratories' "Guidance on Risk Analysis and
Safety Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill
Over Water." This report recommends a framework for analyses of
large LNG spills onto water. It was prepared for the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), and an external peer review panel
evaluated the analyses, conclusions, and recommendations
presented. See also responses to Dr. Spicer's 2006 Comment
Letter P464.

As discussed in Section 4.2.7.6, the IRA determined that the



greatest distance from the FSRU within which public impacts would
occur is 6.3 NM (7.3 miles or 11.7 km), which would result from the
intentional breach of two Moss tanks. This hazard distance
encompasses the TSS shipping lanes, but extends no closer than
5.71 NM from the nearest mainland landfall. The hazard to the
shipping lane would occur about 30 minutes after the initiating
event, which could allow for notification and response, such as
moving away from the accident or sheltering in place. The exposure
time within the shipping lane would be for about another 30 minutes
until the vapor cloud dispersion falls below the lower flammability
limit. An average of three vessels would be exposed to this vapor
cloud hazard based on marine traffic frequency estimates.

This scenario may overestimate the hazard because even though
the release of the two full tanks is assumed, this may not occur. In
addition, Sandia's model showed a significantly smaller dispersion
distance (about 7,000 m instead of roughly 11,000 m). Further, it is
highly likely that if the LNG were released, it would result in a pool
fire instead of vapor cloud dispersion or a vapor cloud (flash) fire.
The robust structure of the Moss tanks and double-hulled FSRU,
and the nature of the events that could produce this scenario (such
as a deliberate attack with various types of weapons or aircraft)
make it likely that an ignition source would be present. Because an
exceptionally large amount of force is needed to damage an LNG
tank, and because the amount of energy required to breach
containment is so large, in almost all cases a fire would result from
this type of terrorist attack.

G207-109
Dr. Koopman was the principal investigator for the Burro tests while
employed by the U.S. Department of Energy's Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory. By definition, an external peer reviewer is
someone who is not employed by the organization whose work is
reviewed, and Dr. Koopman's role as a peer reviewer of the Sandia
Guidance document was completed before the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories was retained by the USCG.
The USCG determined that his participation as a member of the
External Peer Review Panel for the Sandia 2004 report did not
pose a conflict with the review of the IRA in 2005 by the U.S.
Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories.

Dr. Koopman did not work on the IRA (Appendix C), or the review
of the IRA associated with the proposed Project, which was
conducted by the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories (see Appendix C2).
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G207-110
The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C. Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1) discuss the models and assumptions used and the verification
process. Sandia National Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded
that the models used were appropriate and produced valid results.

The Project is regulated by the USCG and MARAD under the
authority of the Deepwater Port Act. FERC's regulations are
prescriptive and standardized to address the general siting of
onshore LNG terminals. In contrast, due to various different designs
of deepwater ports, the USCG conducts site-specific independent
risk and consequence analyses using the most recent guidance
and modeling techniques. The guidance used for Cabrillo Port is
Sandia National Laboratories' Guidance on Risk Analysis and
Safety Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill
Over Water. This report recommends a framework for analyses of
large LNG spills onto water. It was prepared for the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), and an external peer review panel
evaluated the analyses, conclusions, and recommendations
presented.

Appendix C to the IRA (Appendix C1) contains information on the
selection of models for the LNG hazard scenario consequence
modeling. Figure 1 shows the theoretical physical and thermal
processes involved in LNG spill. Appendix C to the IRA states that
the Dense Gas Dispersion Model (DEGADIS) "was specifically
developed for heavier-than-air gases or aerosols. Natural gas,
which LNG becomes after evaporation, is lighter than atmospheric
air and thus does not fall within this class...Based on all the
processes involved in the potential FSRU LNG spill scenarios, the
decision was made to use a computational fluid dynamics (CFD)
modeling tool to simulate the dispersion process. This approach is
consistent with the recommendations found in guidance developed
by Sandia National Laboratories...The model used for liquid and
gas dispersion is the Fire Dynamics Simulator (FDS) developed by
the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). FDS is
a CFD code that solves the full set of governing equations for fluid
motion. Though developed primarily for fire simulations, it has been
successfully used for a broader range of fluid dynamic problems
[and] can predict the dispersion of liquids and gases with good
accuracy."



The Sandia review of the IRA (Appendix C2) concluded that "[t]he
final results for both fire and dispersion hazard distances should
provide conservative estimates of expected hazard distances."

G207-111
The criteria given in 49 CFR 193 are based on the use of Gaussian
models, which have inherent limitations especially when used on
lighter than air gases such as methane. The specified use of half
LFL is related to the Reynolds averaging time as it affects mixing.
The computational fluid dynamics model used in the IRA does not
have these inherent limitations because it has a different numeric
basis and produces more accurate results that include uneven
mixing. Therefore, using half LFL would be overly conservative and
is unnecessary. Neither the above regulation nor the criteria it
specifies are applicable to the proposed Project, which is: 1)
federally regulated by MARAD and the USCG and not by FERC,
and 2) an offshore rather than an onshore facility.

The Project is regulated by the USCG and MARAD under the
authority of the Deepwater Port Act. FERC's regulations are
prescriptive and standardized to address the general siting of
onshore LNG terminals. In contrast, due to various different designs
of deepwater ports, the USCG conducts site-specific independent
risk and consequence analyses using the most recent guidance
and modeling techniques. The guidance used for Cabrillo Port is
Sandia National Laboratories' "Guidance on Risk Analysis and
Safety Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill
Over Water." This report recommends a framework for analyses of
large LNG spills onto water. It was prepared for the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), and an external peer review panel
evaluated the analyses, conclusions, and recommendations
presented. Also, the FERC reports cited by the commenter predate
the Sandia report. See also the response on page 32 of this letter.
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G207-112
Different criteria are available to determine potential thermal
radiation damage levels. The agencies selected levels from Sandia
National Laboratories' Guidance on Risk Analysis and Safety
Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill Over
Water, SAND2004-6258, December 28, 2004. This guidance is
available at
http://www.fe.doe.gov/programs/oilgas/storage/lng/sandia_lng_120
4.pdf.

G207-113
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, contrary to the implication of the comment, the
Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1) defines and
evaluates representative worst credible cases (scenarios of events
that would lead to the most serious potential impacts on public
safety). These included accidents that would affect one, two, or all
three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

G207-114
Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone and Area to be Avoided (ATBA) around the FSRU, how they
are established, and their potential impacts on marine traffic.
According to Section 4.3.1.4, "the actual size of the ATBA would be
determined through the advice and consent of the Office of Vessel
Traffic Management of the USCG...The ATBA could not intrude on
an established shipping lane available to vessel operators (public,
commercial, and recreational vessels)." The safety zone could not
be made larger because its size is governed by international law, to
which the U.S. is a signatory.



As discussed in Section 4.2.7.6, the IRA determined that the
greatest distance from the FSRU within which public impacts would
occur is 6.3 NM (7.3 miles or 11.7 km), which would result from the
intentional breach of two Moss tanks. This hazard distance
encompasses the shipping lanes but extends no closer than 5.71
NM from the nearest mainland landfall.

The hazard to the shipping lane would occur about 30 minutes after
the initiating event, which could allow for notification and response,
such as moving away from the accident or sheltering in place and
implementing fire response measures. The exposure time within
the shipping lane would be for about another 30 minutes until the
vapor cloud dispersion falls below the lower flammability limit. An
average of three vessels would be exposed to this vapor cloud
hazard based on marine traffic frequency estimates.

This scenario may overestimate the hazard, because even though
the release of the two full tanks is assumed, this may not occur. In
addition, Sandia's model showed a significantly smaller dispersion
distance (about 7,000 m instead of roughly 11,000 m). Further, it is
highly likely that if the LNG were released, it would result in a pool
fire instead of vapor cloud dispersion or a vapor cloud (flash) fire.
The robust structure of the Moss tanks and double-hulled FSRU,
and the nature of the events that could produce this scenario (such
as a deliberate attack with various types of weapons or aircraft)
make it very likely that an ignition source would be present.
Because an exceptionally large amount of force is needed to
damage an LNG tank, and because the amount of energy required
to breach containment is so large, in almost all cases a fire would
result from this type of terrorist attack.

However, a conservative approach was taken and accordingly
Impact MT-4 in Section 4.3.4 contains information on the impacts
that an incident at the FSRU could have on marine traffic in the
shipping lanes and, contrary to the comment, proposes the
mitigation that would reduce potential impacts.
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G207-115
As previously stated, Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the
size of the safety zone, how it would be established, and the
potential impacts on marine traffic. The FSRU would be able to
rotate 360° around the mooring turret. The safety zone would
extend 500 m from the circle formed by the FSRU's stern, the outer
edge of the facility, rotating around the mooring turret. See Figure
4.3-4 for an illustration of the potential safety zone and Area to be
Avoided. The safety zone could not be made any larger because its
size is governed by international law as indicated in the response to
the comment on the bottom of page 33 of this letter.

G207-116
NEPA does not require mitigation "to the maximum extent feasible"
(CEQ section 1508.20). NEPA requires the identification of feasible
mitigation, which for offshore public safety and marine traffic
impacts is identified in Sections 4.2.7.6 and 4.3.4.

See also the previous response. With respect to relocating the
FSRU as mitigation, insufficient technical information is available to:
(1) establish that such relocation is feasible within the meaning of
section 15364 of the State CEQA Guidelines; or (2) determine
pursuant to the requirements of section 15126.4(a)(1)(D) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, whether such mitigation "...would cause
one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be
caused by the project as proposed..."

G207-117
Section 4.2.8.1 under "Historical Natural Gas Pipeline Incident
Data" contains information on this topic. As discussed, a "Presiding
Administrative Law Judge ruled on April 11, 2006, that there was no
probative evidence presented by Washington Gas & Light that
would indicate a substantial risk to seal leakage (or seal
degradation) or to end-use appliances from regasified LNG."
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G207-117 Continued

G207-118
Table 4.2-2 lists more than 20 hazards and threats that were
considered in the public safety analysis. Section 4.2.7.6 under "Risk
Assessment Process for FSRU LNG Operations" contains
information on the many types of accidents that were systematically
evaluated in the Security Vulnerability Assessment and Hazard
Identification workshops and lists representative events considered
in the analysis. Appendix C3-1 contains a chronological list of
representative LNG accidents.

G207-119
Information regarding the Skikda incident is summarized in
Appendix C3-1.

G207-120
Although this incident was reported as an LNG pipeline fire and
explosion, it is unlikely that LNG, which would require a cryogenic
pipeline, was carried in the pipeline, and more likely that it was a
fire related to a natural gas leak. Furthermore, conditions in Nigeria
cannot be compared to conditions offshore or onshore Southern
California, given the differing regulatory framework and pipeline
standards, which are enumerated in Table 4.2-14 within Section
4.2, Public Safety: Hazards and Risk Analysis.

G207-121
The proposed Project does not include truck transportation of LNG.

G207-122
The Typhoon Platform, a tension leg production platform in the Gulf
of Mexico jointly owned by Chevron and BHPB, was severed from
its mooring and severely damaged during Hurricane Rita. The
Typhoon Platform was designed for a different purpose using
different design criteria.

The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with applicable
standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section 2.1 contains
information on design criteria and specifications, final design
requirements, and regulations governing the construction of the
FSRU. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State
agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act
specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. If the FSRU were to



become unmoored, the patrolling tugboats could be used to hold it
in place. Section 4.3.1.4 addresses this topic.

The regulation implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 [a]) states, "Each component, except for those specifically
addressed elsewhere in this subpart (for example, single point
moorings, hoses, and aids to navigation buoys), must be designed
to withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces
of the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period." By definition, a 100-year
wave event is expected to occur once every 100 years on average
over the course of many hundreds of years. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations.
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G207-123
As discussed in Section 4.2.7.4, the chronological summary of
major LNG carrier accidents included in Appendix C3 of this
document identifies only five accidents since 1944 that occurred
when LNG ships were at sea. None of these accidents resulted in
injuries, fatalities, or a release of LNG, and only one was the result
of a collision with another vessel. In 2002, the LNG ship Norman
Lady collided with a U.S. Navy submarine, the U.S.S. Oklahoma
City, east of the Strait of Gibraltar. The collision occurred after the
LNG cargo had been unloaded, and although dents and cracking in
the hull were reported, no damage was sustained by the empty
Moss-type spherical storage tanks. According to the U.S.
Department of Energy, over the life of the industry, eight marine
incidents worldwide have resulted in spillage of LNG, with some
hulls damaged due to cold fracture, but no cargo fires have
occurred. Seven incidents not involving spillage were recorded, two
from groundings, but with no significant cargo loss; that is, repairs
were quickly made and leaks were avoided. There have been no
LNG shipboard fatalities.

All LNG carriers are subject to two levels of oversight, international
and domestic. They are inspected and certificated by both a
designated classification society (e.g., ABS, Lloyds or DNV) on
behalf of the flag state that will attest to compliance with applicable
IMO standards for carriage of LNG. When a foreign flag LNG
carrier enters U.S. waters, the USCG thoroughly examines the
vessel for compliance with applicable U.S. regulations and to
ensure compliance with vessel operating procedures. Any cited
discrepancies must be corrected prior to returning to the U.S. and if
serious enough to threaten the safety of personnel or the
environment, deficiencies must be corrected prior to
commencement of operations or departure from U.S. waters. Each
LNG carrier must be inspected annually.

G207-124
Section 4.2.8. addresses safety issues related to natural gas
pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on historical natural
gas pipeline incidents. Table 4.2-10 lists natural gas transmission
pipeline incidents by cause from 1970 to the most recent year for
which data are available. Table 4.2-11 lists SoCalGas natural gas
transmission pipeline incidents reported to the National Response
Center. Table 4.2-12 provides annual incident summaries for U.S.
gas transmission pipelines, and Figure 4.2-2 shows pipeline
incident, injury and fatality trends from 1986 to 2005.

G207-125
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on



the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent
Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information on public
safety impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The analysis
indicates that the maximum impact distance of an accident or
intentional incident would involve a vapor cloud dispersion
extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU
would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident or intentional
incident involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the
FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles)
from the shoreline.

G207-126
The proposed Project would have no effect on flights in and out of
LAX. As discussed in Section 4.17.3, the Project would not
adversely affect air traffic operations.

G207-127
Section 4.2.5 contains information on financial liability. Under
Section 1503(c)(1) of the Deepwater Port Act, MARAD may issue a
license if, among other requirements, it finds that the applicant is
financially responsible and will meet the requirements of Section
1016 of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990.

Section 1.1.1 cites the provisions of the Deepwater Port Act
(DWPA): "In connection with the proposed Project, MARAD must
determine whether to issue the Deepwater Port license. In making
this decision, MARAD must make a number of determinations,
described in the DWPA at 33 U.S.C. 1503." Section 1.2.1 states,
"To meet the objectives of the DWPA, the Secretary is directed to
promote new DWPs that are financially responsible."

Section 2.8 states, "The Applicant would be responsible for the cost
of decommissioning at the end of the Project, and as part of the
license approval, the DWPA requires each applicant to furnish a
bond or demonstrate other proof that if the project is abandoned,
then sufficient monies would be available to the Federal
government for either completion or demolition of the project."

Onshore components would be operated by SoCalGas. As stated
in Section 4.2.5.1, "the applicable law for determining liability for
personal injury, should an accident occur during construction and
subsequent operation of these onshore facilities, is determined
apart from the DWPA. In most, if not all instances, liability would be
determined under the laws of the State of California, as would be
the case with any accident involving a natural gas pipeline subject
to regulation by the CPUC."
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"To the extent that damages for personal injury can be attributable
under California law as due to the ordinary negligence of
SoCalGas, the resultant damage payments may be treated by the
CPUC as the liable utility's cost of doing business. The costs
necessary for covering that liability, whether directly or indirectly
through payment of insurance premiums, would then be recovered
through the utility's gas rates, and the availability of funds
necessary to cover any such damages would therefore be assured.
Costs necessary to cover punitive damages or liabilities that arise
from gross negligence or willful misconduct may not necessarily be
passed on to ratepayers, as may be determined by the CPUC in its
regulation of utility rates. In that event, funds necessary to cover
such costs would come from the utility's own assets."

Regarding risks and financial responsibility for damages caused to
project components from terrorism, earthquake, and tsunamis,
MARAD has considered and included in the NEPA and DWPA
review an assessment of the Applicant's ability to provide financial
responsibility for these events and any license granted will insure
that such events are adequately provided for. As discussed in
Section 4.2, the likelihood of risks of loss to the public from such
events is very low.

Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies. The DWPA (33 U.S.C.
1504(h)(2)) allows for reimbursement from the applicant of "any
economic costs" attributable to the construction and operation of
the deepwater port. Further, both the CSLC, through lease
provisions, and the Governor have authority under the DWPA to
add to any license as may be necessary, reasonable conditions
that will allow the State to insure that the deepwater port, if
licensed, will adequately cover the costs to local communities for
emergency response and other municipal and government
services.
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G207-128
Restricting or limiting marine traffic in portions of designated traffic
separation schemes or other waterway areas for activities such as
dredging or pipeline installations is a relatively regular occurrence
routinely handled by the cognizant USCG Captain of the Port
(COTP). Therefore, considering the nature of the proposed activity
(pipeline installation), the described action would be consistent with
previous COTP decisions and the discussion of an alternative is
unwarranted.
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G207-129
First, the Applicant has reduced the maximum number of LNG
carriers that would call at Cabrillo Port to a maximum of 99
annually. Also, LNG carriers do not have security zones outside of
Federal waters. Since Project LNG carriers would not enter Federal
waters in transit to the FSRU, there would be no security zones
associated with them. Therefore, the Navy would not have to take
any out of the ordinary measures to accommodate the transit of an
LNG carrier and there would be no impact on Naval operations.

Second, Impact MT-6 in Section 4.3.4 has been revised to
addressed potential impacts on Naval operations. The Navy has
agreed to the approach routes that are in the document. Project
LNG carriers would take one of the two routes provided on Figure
4.3-2. To ensure that Project operations would not interfere with
Naval operations, the Applicant would be required to submit its
schedules to the Navy quarterly so that transits could be
coordinated (MM MT-6b). In addition, the Applicant would be
required to notify the Navy 24 to 48 hours in advance of LNG
carriers approaching the FSRU (MM MT-6c).

G207-130
As described in Section 4.3.1.4, "[i]f the FSRU were to become
detached from the anchors, it would be secured by the standby
tugs to prevent it from drifting to shore or grounding. If power were
available onboard the FSRU, a towline from a tug/supply vessel
could be hauled onboard the FSRU at the bow and connected into
a towing bracelet/chain assembly. If no power were available, an
emergency towing system, capable of being deployed by one
person without powered assistance, could be deployed from the
stern of the vessel. Depending on the fault of the anchoring
mechanism, repairs could be made by divers and a crane barge.
The FSRU could also be disconnected from the turret mooring
system and towed farther offshore to wait for repairs to the
anchoring system. If determined to be necessary by the Captain of
the Port, once the FSRU were secured, it could be towed to a
location that is deemed safe and secure for further repair. After its
repair, the FSRU would be returned and reconnected to its
anchoring. There are no dockyard facilities on the West Coast of
North America capable of dry-docking the FSRU; therefore, if
dry-docking were necessary, the FSRU would be towed to an Asian
LNG terminal to offload any residual LNG onboard before
proceeding to dry-docking in Asia." These same procedures would
occur whether the FSRU became detached due to a storm or other
natural disaster.

The Typhoon Platform, a tension leg production platform in the Gulf



of Mexico jointly owned by Chevron and BHPB, was severed from
its mooring and severely damaged during Hurricane Rita. The
Typhoon Platform was designed for a different purpose using
different design criteria.

The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with applicable
standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section 2.1 contains
information on design criteria and specifications, final design
requirements, and regulations governing the construction of the
FSRU. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State
agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act
specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. If the FSRU were to
become unmoored, the patrolling tugboats could be used to hold it
in place. Section 4.3.1.4 addresses this topic.

The regulation implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 [a]) states, "Each component, except for those specifically
addressed elsewhere in this subpart (for example, single point
moorings, hoses, and aids to navigation buoys), must be designed
to withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces
of the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period." By definition, a 100-year
wave event is expected to occur once every 100 years on average
over the course of many hundreds of years. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations.
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